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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The manuscript is very interesting and important for the scientific community, because it investigates the growth performance of onion in India, which is one of the most important agricultural countries in the world. The study highlights the need for policy interventions such as scientific storage facilities, improved market infrastructure, reliable market intelligence systems and the promotion of high-yielding varieties of onion to stabilize production and enhance farmer income. Strengthening export competitiveness and ensuring remunerative prices will also be crucial for sustaining the long-term growth of India’s onion sector.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract of the article is comprehensive. It briefly and fairly well outlines the content of the article and the main conclusions arising from it. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. However, I suggest the authors should revise it and add the following sections: “Author Contributions”, “Funding”, “Data Availability Statement”, “Abbreviations" to it. In my opinion, the authors should have divided the “Results and discussion” section into two separate sections “Results” and “Discussion”. I also think the “Conclusion” and “Suggestions” sections should be combined into “Conclusion” section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references of the article are proper, sufficient and recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	In general, English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article should be accepted for publication with minor revision.
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